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My	 ﾠco-ﾭ‐authors	 ﾠ
1	 ﾠIntroduc on	 ﾠ
•  Lexical	 ﾠseman cs	 ﾠ(Pustejovsky	 ﾠ1995):	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlexicon	 ﾠ
should	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtreated	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsta c	 ﾠset	 ﾠof	 ﾠword	 ﾠsenses	 ﾠ
because	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcrea ve	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠwords	 ﾠin	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠcontexts	 ﾠ
allows	 ﾠfor	 ﾠan	 ﾠinteres ng	 ﾠexamina on	 ﾠof	 ﾠseman c	 ﾠ
composi onality.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  Metonymy	 ﾠ(Transfer	 ﾠof	 ﾠReference,	 ﾠToR)	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
mental	 ﾠand	 ﾠlinguis c	 ﾠprocess	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠa	 ﾠword	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
phrase	 ﾠdeno ng	 ﾠone	 ﾠthing	 ﾠor	 ﾠperson	 ﾠshi s	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
meaning	 ﾠto	 ﾠrepresent	 ﾠa	 ﾠrelated	 ﾠthing	 ﾠor	 ﾠperson.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠdiﬀerent	 ﾠmeanings	 ﾠare	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠ‘senses,’	 ﾠa	 ﾠliteral	 ﾠ
one	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠshi ed	 ﾠone.	 ﾠ
2	 ﾠIntroduc on	 ﾠ
•  An	 ﾠexample	 ﾠof	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠname	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
author	 ﾠstanding	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbook:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
e.g.	 ﾠPlato	 ﾠis	 ﾠup	 ﾠthere	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtop	 ﾠshelf,	 ﾠnext	 ﾠto	 ﾠWi genstein.	 ﾠ
•  Apart	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠregularly	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠshi s,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
more	 ﾠad-ﾭ‐hoc	 ﾠshi s	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠproduc ve	 ﾠbut	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
interpreted	 ﾠdepending	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsitua on	 ﾠand	 ﾠcontext:	 ﾠ
e.g.	 ﾠTwo	 ﾠwaitresses	 ﾠare	 ﾠtalking	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠdiner.	 ﾠOne	 ﾠsays	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
other:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	 ﾠThe	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcorner	 ﾠwants	 ﾠanother	 ﾠcoﬀee.	 ﾠ
3	 ﾠA	 ﾠrecent	 ﾠexample	 ﾠof	 ﾠad-ﾭ‐hoc	 ﾠ
metonymy,	 ﾠor	 ﾠMi onymy	 ﾠ
On	 ﾠOctober	 ﾠ16,	 ﾠ2012,	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠpresiden al	 ﾠdebate	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠPresident	 ﾠObama	 ﾠand	 ﾠGovernor	 ﾠRomney,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
following	 ﾠphrase	 ﾠwas	 ﾠproduced:	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
“And	 ﾠI—and	 ﾠI	 ﾠwent	 ﾠto	 ﾠmy	 ﾠstaﬀ,	 ﾠand	 ﾠI	 ﾠsaid,	 ﾠ‘How	 ﾠcome	 ﾠall	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthese	 ﾠjobs	 ﾠare—are	 ﾠall	 ﾠmen.’	 ﾠThey	 ﾠsaid:	 ﾠ
‘Well,	 ﾠthese	 ﾠare	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhave	 ﾠthe	 ﾠqualiﬁca ons.’	 ﾠ
And	 ﾠI	 ﾠsaid:	 ﾠ‘Well,	 ﾠgosh,	 ﾠcan't	 ﾠwe—can't	 ﾠwe	 ﾠﬁnd	 ﾠsome—
some	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠalso	 ﾠqualiﬁed?’	 ﾠAnd—and	 ﾠso	 ﾠwe—
we	 ﾠtook	 ﾠa	 ﾠconcerted	 ﾠeﬀort	 ﾠto	 ﾠgo	 ﾠout	 ﾠand	 ﾠﬁnd	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠ
who	 ﾠhad	 ﾠbackgrounds	 ﾠthat	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠqualiﬁed	 ﾠto	 ﾠbecome	 ﾠ
members	 ﾠof	 ﾠour	 ﾠcabinet.	 ﾠI	 ﾠwent	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen's	 ﾠ
groups	 ﾠand	 ﾠsaid:	 ﾠ‘Can	 ﾠyou	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠus	 ﾠﬁnd	 ﾠfolks,’	 ﾠand	 ﾠthey	 ﾠ
brought	 ﾠus	 ﾠwhole	 ﾠbinders	 ﾠfull	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen.”	 ﾠ
4	 ﾠ•  While	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠabsolutely	 ﾠno	 ﾠendorsement	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
candidate,	 ﾠone	 ﾠmight	 ﾠsay	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhe	 ﾠused	 ﾠa	 ﾠlegi mate	 ﾠ
linguis c	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠof	 ﾠTransfer	 ﾠof	 ﾠReference,	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
metonymy,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠbinders	 ﾠfull	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen	 ﾠ
actually	 ﾠstands	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
	 ﾠbinders	 ﾠfull	 ﾠof	 ﾠwomen’s	 ﾠCVs,	 ﾠor	 ﾠdossiers.	 ﾠ
•  However,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreac on	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpublic	 ﾠshows	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
transfer,	 ﾠcompletely	 ﾠlegi mate	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlanguage	 ﾠbut	 ﾠ
novel,	 ﾠad-ﾭ‐hoc,	 ﾠnot-ﾭ‐heard-ﾭ‐before,	 ﾠmay	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
readily	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠ…	 ﾠ
5	 ﾠ6	 ﾠ7	 ﾠ8	 ﾠ9	 ﾠLinguis c	 ﾠAnalysis	 ﾠ
•  Theore cal	 ﾠaccounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠhow	 ﾠand	 ﾠwhy	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠarises	 ﾠ
divide	 ﾠinto	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠmajor	 ﾠapproaches.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  One	 ﾠapproach	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠapplica on	 ﾠof	 ﾠlexical	 ﾠ
rules	 ﾠ(e.g.	 ﾠproducer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠproduct,	 ﾠcf.	 ﾠOstler	 ﾠ&	 ﾠAtkins	 ﾠ1992;	 ﾠ
Copestake	 ﾠ&	 ﾠBriscoe	 ﾠ1995;	 ﾠPustejovsky	 ﾠ1995;	 ﾠMurphy	 ﾠ1997),	 ﾠ
applica on	 ﾠof	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠrules	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsyntax	 ﾠ(Borer	 ﾠ2005)	 ﾠor	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
seman cs	 ﾠ(Döling	 ﾠ1995).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
10	 ﾠLinguis c	 ﾠAnalysis	 ﾠ
•  Alterna vely,	 ﾠ“radical	 ﾠpragma c”	 ﾠapproaches	 ﾠ(Fauconnier	 ﾠ1985;	 ﾠ
Nunberg	 ﾠ1979,	 ﾠ1995;	 ﾠPapafragou	 ﾠ1996)	 ﾠplace	 ﾠconcepts	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
noteworthiness,	 ﾠcentrality,	 ﾠand	 ﾠsalience	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbasis	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
metonymy:	 ﾠit	 ﾠarises	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠthe	 ﾠliteral	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠshi ed	 ﾠsenses	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
centrally	 ﾠand	 ﾠsaliently	 ﾠrelated	 ﾠto	 ﾠone	 ﾠanother.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  Accounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠtype	 ﾠwould	 ﾠpredict	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠ
acceptability	 ﾠacross	 ﾠlanguages	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworld,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠaccounts	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
ﬁrst	 ﾠtype	 ﾠallow	 ﾠfor	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlanguage	 ﾠvaria on.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
11	 ﾠProduc ve	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠToR	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcorner	 ﾠwants	 ﾠsome	 ﾠmore	 ﾠcoﬀee.	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠsubject	 ﾠof	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsentence	 ﾠrefers	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠcustomer	 ﾠwho	 ﾠ
has	 ﾠordered	 ﾠor	 ﾠis	 ﾠea ng	 ﾠa	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich.	 ﾠIt	 ﾠwould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠ
absurd	 ﾠto	 ﾠclaim	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlexical	 ﾠentry	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
polysemous	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠa	 ﾠ“ham	 ﾠsandwich”	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
“customer.”	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
•  Nunberg	 ﾠ1997:	 ﾠThe	 ﾠinterpreta on	 ﾠin	 ﾠcontext	 ﾠinvolves	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
pragma c	 ﾠprinciple	 ﾠcalled	 ﾠTransfer	 ﾠof	 ﾠReference,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ
allows	 ﾠone	 ﾠto	 ﾠinterpret	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠsource	 ﾠ
reading)	 ﾠas	 ﾠ‘THE	 ﾠPERSON	 ﾠCONTEXTUALLY	 ﾠASSOCIATED	 ﾠ
WITH	 ﾠTHE	 ﾠHAM	 ﾠSANDWICH’	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠshi ed	 ﾠreading).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
12	 ﾠSyntac cally	 ﾠtransparent	 ﾠseman c	 ﾠ
composi on	 ﾠ
•  All	 ﾠelements	 ﾠof	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
sentence	 ﾠare	 ﾠfound	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLexical	 ﾠConceptual	 ﾠ
Structures	 ﾠ(LCSs)	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlexical	 ﾠitems	 ﾠcomposing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
sentence.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ(i)	 ﾠThe	 ﾠinternal	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠof	 ﾠLCSs	 ﾠplay	 ﾠno	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
	 ﾠdetermining	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLCSs	 ﾠare	 ﾠcombined.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ(ii)	 ﾠPragma cs	 ﾠplays	 ﾠno	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠdetermining	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
	 ﾠLCSs	 ﾠare	 ﾠcombined.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ Jackendoﬀ	 ﾠ1997:	 ﾠ48	 ﾠ
13	 ﾠSyntac cally	 ﾠtransparent	 ﾠseman c	 ﾠ
composi on	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
•  Jackendoﬀ	 ﾠ1997:	 ﾠch.	 ﾠ3,	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠPustejovsky	 ﾠ(1991,	 ﾠ
1995),	 ﾠargues	 ﾠthat	 ﾠLogical	 ﾠForm	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtaken	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
encode	 ﾠseman c	 ﾠdis nc ons	 ﾠdirectly.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠeﬀects	 ﾠof	 ﾠsyntac c	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠon	 ﾠconceptual	 ﾠ
structure	 ﾠinterleaves	 ﾠin mately	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeﬀects	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
word	 ﾠmeanings	 ﾠand	 ﾠpragma cs.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
14	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Jackendoﬀ’s	 ﾠEnriched	 ﾠComposi on	 ﾠ
(Jackendoﬀ	 ﾠ1997,	 ﾠ2002)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠconceptual	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠsentence	 ﾠmay	 ﾠcontain,	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠaddi on	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconceptual	 ﾠcontent	 ﾠof	 ﾠits	 ﾠLexical	 ﾠ
Conceptual	 ﾠStructures	 ﾠ(LCSs),	 ﾠother	 ﾠmaterial	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
not	 ﾠexpressed	 ﾠlexically,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmust	 ﾠbe	 ﾠpresent	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
Conceptual	 ﾠStructure	 ﾠeither:	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ(i)	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠachieve	 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐formedness	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
composi on	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLCSs	 ﾠ(Pustejovsky’s	 ﾠcoercion),	 ﾠor	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ(ii)	 ﾠin	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠsa sfy	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpragma cs	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
discourse	 ﾠor	 ﾠextralinguis c	 ﾠcontext.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 15	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Jackendoﬀ’s	 ﾠEnriched	 ﾠComposi on	 ﾠ
(Jackendoﬀ	 ﾠ1997,	 ﾠ2002)	 ﾠ
Cases	 ﾠof	 ﾠenriched	 ﾠcomposi on	 ﾠinclude:	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Aspectual	 ﾠcoercion:	 ﾠe.g.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠlight	 ﾠﬂashed	 ﾠun l	 ﾠdawn.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Mass-ﾭ‐count	 ﾠcoercion:	 ﾠe.g.	 ﾠI’ll	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠcoﬀee.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Complement	 ﾠcoercion:	 ﾠe.g.	 ﾠMary	 ﾠbegan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbeer/
	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ the	 ﾠbook.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Transfer	 ﾠof	 ﾠreference:	 ﾠe.g.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich	 ﾠ…	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Control	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Anaphora	 ﾠ
	 ﾠetc.	 ﾠ
16	 ﾠExperimental	 ﾠResults	 ﾠon	 ﾠenriched	 ﾠ
composi on	 ﾠinterpreta on	 ﾠ
•  Complement	 ﾠcoercion	 ﾠ(CC)	 ﾠis	 ﾠrelated	 ﾠto	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠ
processing	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠin	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐paced	 ﾠreading	 ﾠ(McElree	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2001),	 ﾠ
eye-ﾭ‐tracking	 ﾠ(Traxler	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2005),	 ﾠand	 ﾠspeed-ﾭ‐accuracy	 ﾠ
trade-ﾭ‐oﬀ	 ﾠmeasures	 ﾠ(McElree	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2006).	 ﾠAs	 ﾠsome	 ﾠother	 ﾠ
explana ons	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠruled	 ﾠout,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreading	 ﾠ me	 ﾠ
delay	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠdirectly	 ﾠa ributed	 ﾠto	 ﾠshi ing	 ﾠone	 ﾠ
meaning	 ﾠto	 ﾠanother.	 ﾠ
•  CC	 ﾠ(tested	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠMEG)	 ﾠelicited	 ﾠincreased	 ﾠac vity	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠfrontal	 ﾠlobe	 ﾠarea	 ﾠoutside	 ﾠof	 ﾠBroca’s	 ﾠarea	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠ
anterior	 ﾠmidline	 ﾠﬁeld)	 ﾠ(Pylkkänen	 ﾠet	 ﾠal	 ﾠ2008).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
17	 ﾠExperimental	 ﾠResults	 ﾠon	 ﾠenriched	 ﾠ
composi on	 ﾠinterpreta on	 ﾠ
•  Aspectual	 ﾠcoercion	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠproved	 ﾠto	 ﾠincur	 ﾠ
processing	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠover	 ﾠand	 ﾠabove	 ﾠthose	 ﾠof	 ﾠbaseline	 ﾠ
sentences	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠenriched	 ﾠcomposi on	 ﾠ(Brennan	 ﾠ&	 ﾠ
Pylkkänen	 ﾠ2008,	 ﾠPiñango	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ1999,	 ﾠPiñango	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ2006)	 ﾠ
•  as	 ﾠdid	 ﾠconcealed	 ﾠques ons	 ﾠtested	 ﾠby	 ﾠeye-ﾭ‐tracking	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠMagnetoencephalography	 ﾠ(MEG)	 ﾠ(Harris	 ﾠet	 ﾠal.	 ﾠ2008).	 ﾠ
•  Bo om	 ﾠline:	 ﾠenriched	 ﾠcomposi on	 ﾠcases	 ﾠare	 ﾠ
processed	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠqualita vely	 ﾠdiﬀerent	 ﾠpart	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
brain	 ﾠand	 ﾠincur	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠprocessing	 ﾠcosts!	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
18	 ﾠWhat	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlearning	 ﾠtask	 ﾠin	 ﾠL2A?	 ﾠ
•  Enriched	 ﾠcomposi on,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠhas	 ﾠonly	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠtested	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
English,	 ﾠu lizes	 ﾠuniversal	 ﾠseman c	 ﾠcomposi on	 ﾠ
mechanisms	 ﾠthat	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠto	 ﾠall	 ﾠlanguages.	 ﾠ
•  We	 ﾠwould	 ﾠexpect	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠcomprehend	 ﾠ
such	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠaided	 ﾠby	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠgrammar	 ﾠor	 ﾠUG.	 ﾠ
•  However,	 ﾠif	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠgrammar	 ﾠallows	 ﾠless	 ﾠfreedom	 ﾠ
(assuming	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis	 ﾠof	 ﾠlexical	 ﾠrules),	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠwill	 ﾠhave	 ﾠ
some	 ﾠseman c	 ﾠacquisi on	 ﾠto	 ﾠdo.	 ﾠ
•  Addi onal	 ﾠprocessing	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠmay	 ﾠalso	 ﾠbe	 ﾠa	 ﾠfactor	 ﾠin	 ﾠL2A.	 ﾠ
19	 ﾠOur	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠques ons	 ﾠ
•  Are	 ﾠthere	 ﾠdiﬀerences	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthree	 ﾠ
languages	 ﾠtreat	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠmetonymy?	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  Are	 ﾠthere	 ﾠdiﬀerences	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlanguages	 ﾠ
treat	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy?	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  Do	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠbehave	 ﾠdiﬀerently	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠsecond	 ﾠ
language	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthey	 ﾠdo	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠ
language?	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  Are	 ﾠthere	 ﾠdiﬀerences	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠways	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠ
treat	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠand	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy?	 ﾠ
20	 ﾠOur	 ﾠexperimental	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
*	 ﾠAll	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠspeakers	 ﾠtested	 ﾠin	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠlanguage	 ﾠ
Spanish	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠ>>	 ﾠKorean	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
21	 ﾠ
Par cipant	 ﾠGroups	 ﾠ N	 ﾠ Mean	 ﾠ
proﬁciency	 ﾠ(out	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠ50)	 ﾠ
Range	 ﾠ
English	 ﾠNSs	 ﾠ 36	 ﾠ
Korean	 ﾠNSs*	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 19	 ﾠ
Spanish	 ﾠNSs*	 ﾠ 23	 ﾠ
Korean	 ﾠIntermediate	 ﾠ
learners	 ﾠof	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
16	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
25	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
15-ﾭ‐30	 ﾠ
Korean	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
24	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
35.83	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
31-ﾭ‐47	 ﾠ
Spanish	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
28	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
43	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
33-ﾭ‐50	 ﾠExperimental	 ﾠTasks	 ﾠ
•  Paraphrase	 ﾠTask	 ﾠ
e.g.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠﬁrst	 ﾠviolin	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠﬂu.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠﾤThe	 ﾠﬁrst	 ﾠviolinist	 ﾠis	 ﾠsick	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠﬂu	 ﾠ
 ﾢ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠﬁrst	 ﾠviolin	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠworking	 ﾠproperly	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
illness 
 ﾢBoth 
 ﾢNeither	 ﾠ
•  Acceptability	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask	 ﾠ
e.g.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠsoldiers	 ﾠbegan	 ﾠto	 ﾠmove	 ﾠup	 ﾠthe	 ﾠﬁeld	 ﾠduring	 ﾠba le.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
colonel	 ﾠgave	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcannon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsignal	 ﾠto	 ﾠﬁre.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 1	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 2 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 3 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 4 	 ﾠ 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ 5	 ﾠ
22	 ﾠExperimental	 ﾠTasks	 ﾠ
Paraphrase	 ﾠTask	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Instrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠAgent	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4):	 ﾠThe	 ﾠﬁrst	 ﾠviolin	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠﬂu.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠLoose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ9):	 ﾠBill	 ﾠis	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠGuinness	 ﾠBook	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
World	 ﾠRecords.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Producer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠproduct	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4):	 ﾠProust	 ﾠis	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtop	 ﾠshelf.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Possessed	 ﾠfor	 ﾠpossessor:	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4)	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ(while	 ﾠa	 ﾠtelephone	 ﾠis	 ﾠringing)	 ﾠIs	 ﾠthat	 ﾠyou?	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Baseline	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ21):	 ﾠThe	 ﾠpiano	 ﾠplayer	 ﾠhas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠﬂu.	 ﾠ
•  Fillers	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ12)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
23	 ﾠExperimental	 ﾠTasks	 ﾠ
Acceptability	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Instrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠAgent	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4):	 ﾠ…The	 ﾠMac	 ﾠshowed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠPC	 ﾠhow	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠdownload	 ﾠthe	 ﾠso ware.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Loose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4):	 ﾠ…	 ﾠThe	 ﾠexit	 ﾠrow	 ﾠis	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠto	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠemergency.	 ﾠ
•  	 ﾠProducer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠproduct	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4):	 ﾠ…	 ﾠI	 ﾠlove	 ﾠto	 ﾠcurl	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠgood	 ﾠ	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Agatha	 ﾠChris e.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Baseline	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ12)	 ﾠ…	 ﾠThe	 ﾠolder	 ﾠpassengers	 ﾠare	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠto	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠemergency. 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  Experimental	 ﾠbad	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ12):	 ﾠI	 ﾠdid	 ﾠall	 ﾠmy	 ﾠlaundry	 ﾠthis	 ﾠ
morning	 ﾠand	 ﾠhung	 ﾠit	 ﾠout	 ﾠto	 ﾠdry	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠyard.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠclothes	 ﾠdryer	 ﾠ
was	 ﾠnot	 ﾠvery	 ﾠhappy.	 ﾠ
• 	 ﾠ Fillers	 ﾠ(n	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ14)	 ﾠ
24	 ﾠParaphrase	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠInstrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPerson	 ﾠ
25	 ﾠParaphrase	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠLoose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
26	 ﾠParaphrase	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠPossessed	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
Possessor	 ﾠ
27	 ﾠParaphrase	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠProducer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠProduct	 ﾠ
28	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠMeans	 ﾠ(out	 ﾠof	 ﾠ5)	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
1	 ﾠ
1.5	 ﾠ
2	 ﾠ
2.5	 ﾠ
3	 ﾠ
3.5	 ﾠ
4	 ﾠ
4.5	 ﾠ
5	 ﾠ
Instrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠAgent	 ﾠ Loose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠ Producer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠProduct	 ﾠ
Englsih	 ﾠNS	 ﾠ Korean	 ﾠNS	 ﾠ Korean	 ﾠAdv	 ﾠ Korean	 ﾠInt	 ﾠ Spanish	 ﾠNS	 ﾠ Spanish	 ﾠAdv	 ﾠ
29	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠInstrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠAgent	 ﾠ
30	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠLoose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠ
31	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠProducer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠProduct	 ﾠ
32	 ﾠSta s cal	 ﾠresults	 ﾠ(GLM	 ﾠANOVA	 ﾠwith	 ﾠRMs)	 ﾠ
Judgment	 ﾠTask	 ﾠ Paraphrase	 ﾠTask	 ﾠ
Eﬀect	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
Condi on	 ﾠ
F(2,	 ﾠ138)	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ123.99,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ<	 ﾠ.0001	 ﾠ F(3,	 ﾠ138)	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ26.492,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ<	 ﾠ.0001	 ﾠ
Eﬀect	 ﾠof	 ﾠGroup	 ﾠ F(5,	 ﾠ138)	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ2.196,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ.058ns	 ﾠ F(5,	 ﾠ140)	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ24.522,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ<	 ﾠ.0001	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Condi on	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
Group	 ﾠ
Interac on	 ﾠ
F(10,	 ﾠ278)	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ6.667,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ<	 ﾠ.0001	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
F(15,	 ﾠ420)	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ2.382,	 ﾠp	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ.003	 ﾠ
Mul ple	 ﾠ
Comparisons	 ﾠ
EngNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠSpNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠKorNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ
KorInt	 ﾠ=	 ﾠKorAdv	 ﾠ=	 ﾠSpAdv	 ﾠ
EngNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠSpNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠKorNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ
SpAdv	 ﾠ
EngNS	 ﾠ≠	 ﾠKorAdv	 ﾠ
EngNS	 ﾠ≠	 ﾠKorInt	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
33	 ﾠSummary	 ﾠof	 ﾠResults:	 ﾠNa ves	 ﾠ
•  There	 ﾠis	 ﾠquite	 ﾠa	 ﾠlot	 ﾠof	 ﾠvaria on	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠand	 ﾠchoices	 ﾠ
across	 ﾠcondi ons.	 ﾠ
•  However,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠclear	 ﾠdis nc on	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠ
condi ons	 ﾠ(Producer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠProduct,	 ﾠPossessed	 ﾠfor	 ﾠPossessor)	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
novel	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠcondi ons	 ﾠ(Instrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠAgent,	 ﾠLoose	 ﾠ
Associa on	 ﾠ=	 ﾠToR).	 ﾠ
•  Instrument	 ﾠfor	 ﾠAgent	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠworst	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠtype	 ﾠof	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠ
(M	 ﾠfor	 ﾠEngNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ2.47	 ﾠout	 ﾠof	 ﾠ5;	 ﾠKorNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ3.26;	 ﾠSpNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ2.51	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Judgment	 ﾠTask).	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠLoose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠcondi on	 ﾠwas	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠwith	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠthe	 ﾠInstrument	 ﾠcondi on	 ﾠ(EngNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ3.54;	 ﾠKorNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ3.78;	 ﾠSpNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ
3.52).	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠProducer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠProduct	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠwas	 ﾠaccepted	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠhighest	 ﾠmeans	 ﾠ(EngNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4.53;	 ﾠKorNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ3.68;	 ﾠSpNS	 ﾠ=	 ﾠ4.38).	 ﾠSummary	 ﾠof	 ﾠResults:	 ﾠLearners	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠof	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠgenerally	 ﾠperformed	 ﾠvery	 ﾠ
well,	 ﾠand	 ﾠaccording	 ﾠto	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠproﬁciency	 ﾠlevels.	 ﾠ
•  There	 ﾠwas	 ﾠno	 ﾠeﬀect	 ﾠof	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask,	 ﾠ
probably	 ﾠbecause	 ﾠthis	 ﾠwas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtask	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtest	 ﾠ
sentences	 ﾠappeared	 ﾠin	 ﾠcontext.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠSpanish-ﾭ‐na ve	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠperformed	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
well	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠna ves	 ﾠon	 ﾠboth	 ﾠtasks,	 ﾠunlike	 ﾠthe	 ﾠKorean	 ﾠ
groups,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlearner	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
highest	 ﾠproﬁciency	 ﾠin	 ﾠEnglish.	 ﾠ
35	 ﾠDiscussion:	 ﾠThe	 ﾠtest	 ﾠ
•  There	 ﾠare	 ﾠthree	 ﾠsets	 ﾠof	 ﾠdata	 ﾠthat	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsta s cally	 ﾠ
diﬀerent	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠJudgment	 ﾠTask:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmean	 ﾠ
ra ngs	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠLoose	 ﾠAssocia on	 ﾠ(the	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠmetonymy)	 ﾠ
condi on,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbaseline	 ﾠcondi on,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexperimental	 ﾠ
bad	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠgo	 ﾠthrough	 ﾠ
because	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠno	 ﾠsalient	 ﾠassocia on	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠa	 ﾠperson	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthing.	 ﾠCompare:	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠexit	 ﾠrow	 ﾠis	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠto	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠin	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠemergency.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠolder	 ﾠpassengers	 ﾠare	 ﾠprepared	 ﾠto	 ﾠhelp	 ﾠin	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
emergency. 	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠclothes	 ﾠdryer	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠvery	 ﾠhappy.	 ﾠ
36	 ﾠDiscussion:	 ﾠThe	 ﾠtest	 ﾠ
•  These	 ﾠwere	 ﾠrated	 ﾠas	 ﾠsigniﬁcantly	 ﾠdiﬀerent	 ﾠ(measured	 ﾠ
by	 ﾠpaired	 ﾠt-ﾭ‐test)	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠNSs,	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSpanish	 ﾠNSs,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSpanish	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠin	 ﾠEnglish.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
Korean	 ﾠNSs,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠcases	 ﾠare	 ﾠnot	 ﾠ
diﬀerent	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbaseline	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(both	 ﾠrated	 ﾠ
around	 ﾠ3.8	 ﾠof	 ﾠ5),	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdiﬀerence	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
unlicensed	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠis	 ﾠreliable.	 ﾠ
•  Based	 ﾠon	 ﾠthese	 ﾠresults,	 ﾠone	 ﾠcan	 ﾠsay	 ﾠthat	 ﾠour	 ﾠtest	 ﾠhas	 ﾠ
uncovered	 ﾠa	 ﾠtrue	 ﾠdis nc on	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠclasses	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
sentences.	 ﾠ
•  One	 ﾠcan	 ﾠalso	 ﾠsay	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠSpanish	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠ
performs	 ﾠexactly	 ﾠlike	 ﾠthe	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠNSs	 ﾠin	 ﾠall	 ﾠrespects.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
37	 ﾠDiscussion:	 ﾠNa ve	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠ
•  Are	 ﾠthere	 ﾠdiﬀerences	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠway	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthree	 ﾠlanguages	 ﾠ
treat	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠmetonymy?	 ﾠNo	 ﾠ(by	 ﾠpaired	 ﾠt-ﾭ‐tests).	 ﾠ
•  Are	 ﾠthere	 ﾠdiﬀerences	 ﾠin	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlanguages	 ﾠtreat	 ﾠ
regular	 ﾠmetonymy?	 ﾠYes,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠProducer	 ﾠfor	 ﾠProduct	 ﾠ
condi on	 ﾠis	 ﾠrated	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠin	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠSpanish	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠin	 ﾠKorean.	 ﾠ(This	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠculture-ﾭ‐based.)	 ﾠ
38	 ﾠDiscussion:	 ﾠLearner	 ﾠachievements	 ﾠ
•  Do	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlearner	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠbehave	 ﾠdiﬀerently	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthey	 ﾠdo	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠlanguage?	 ﾠIn	 ﾠother	 ﾠwords,	 ﾠhave	 ﾠthey	 ﾠ
changed	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠbehavior	 ﾠdue	 ﾠto	 ﾠexposure	 ﾠto	 ﾠEnglish?	 ﾠ
Not	 ﾠall	 ﾠgroups.	 ﾠ
•  On	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠmetonymy	 ﾠcondi on,	 ﾠKorean	 ﾠna ves	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
Korean	 ﾠgive	 ﾠhigher	 ﾠra ngs	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
intermediate	 ﾠspeakers	 ﾠof	 ﾠEnglish.	 ﾠ
•  This	 ﾠﬁnding	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠToR,	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
pronounced	 ﾠNP	 ﾠis	 ﾠloosely	 ﾠassociated	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠintended	 ﾠ
NP,	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠavailable	 ﾠto	 ﾠlearners,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠ	 ﾠeither	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
takes	 ﾠ me	 ﾠto	 ﾠdevelop,	 ﾠor	 ﾠprocessing	 ﾠdiﬃcul es	 ﾠlead	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
lower	 ﾠaccuracy.	 ﾠ
•  The	 ﾠSpanish	 ﾠadvanced	 ﾠgroup,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠshows	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
complete	 ﾠacquisi on	 ﾠof	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠis	 ﾠpossible.	 ﾠ
39	 ﾠDiscussion:	 ﾠLearner	 ﾠachievements	 ﾠ
•  Are	 ﾠthere	 ﾠany	 ﾠdiﬀerences	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠways	 ﾠlearners	 ﾠ
treat	 ﾠnovel	 ﾠand	 ﾠregular	 ﾠmetonymy?	 ﾠYes,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
they	 ﾠdo	 ﾠthis	 ﾠin	 ﾠline	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠjudgments	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠalso	 ﾠwith	 ﾠproﬁciency	 ﾠlevels.	 ﾠ
•  This	 ﾠconvergence	 ﾠis	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠif	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
enriched	 ﾠcomposi on	 ﾠcalcula on	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠ
is	 ﾠuniversal,	 ﾠ
•  but	 ﾠof	 ﾠcourse	 ﾠprocessing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhighest-ﾭ‐cost	 ﾠ
sense	 ﾠshi s	 ﾠwill	 ﾠtake	 ﾠ me	 ﾠto	 ﾠdevelop.	 ﾠ
40	 ﾠFuture	 ﾠwork	 ﾠ
•  This	 ﾠwas	 ﾠa	 ﾠpilot	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠof	 ﾠthree	 ﾠna ve	 ﾠgroups	 ﾠ(English,	 ﾠ
Spanish	 ﾠand	 ﾠKorean)	 ﾠand	 ﾠthree	 ﾠdiﬀerent	 ﾠproﬁciency	 ﾠ
levels	 ﾠof	 ﾠlearners.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
•  In	 ﾠorder	 ﾠto	 ﾠanswer	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprocessing	 ﾠresources	 ﾠ
ques on,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠneed	 ﾠto	 ﾠlook	 ﾠnext	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠonline	 ﾠ
comprehension	 ﾠof	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠusing	 ﾠtasks	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠ
as	 ﾠself-ﾭ‐paced	 ﾠreading,	 ﾠeye-ﾭ‐tracking	 ﾠand	 ﾠERPs.	 ﾠ
41	 ﾠTake-ﾭ‐Home	 ﾠMessage	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Can	 ﾠyou	 ﾠcurl	 ﾠup	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠgood	 ﾠAgatha	 ﾠChris e	 ﾠin	 ﾠyour	 ﾠ
second	 ﾠLanguage?	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
Yes,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthat	 ﾠham	 ﾠsandwich	 ﾠmay	 ﾠhave	 ﾠto	 ﾠwait	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠextra	 ﾠcoﬀee.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
THANK	 ﾠYOU!	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
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